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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to Applicant's submission filed 7/6/07, responding to the 4/6/07 
Office action which detailed the rejection of claims 1-26. Claims 4, 1 1, 16, 20, 22, and 23 have 
been amended. Claims 1-26 remain pending in the application and have been fully considered 
by the examiner. 



Response to Amendment 

2. As pointed out by Applicants on page 7 of the Response, item AD from the 1/8/04 IDS 
was considered as item AB firom the 10/21/04 IDS. A copy of the related PTO-1449 associated 
with the 10/21/04 IDS was not found. Therefore, a new copy is submitted herewith. 

3. Applicants' amendments have overcome the objections to the claims, which are hereby 
withdrawn. 

4. At the bottom of page 8, with regard to the rejection of claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) 
over US Patent 6,795,868 to Dingman et al. (hereinafter "Dingman"), Applicants essentially 
argue that the cited portion of Dingman (i.e. Fig. 4) does not disclose a plurality of coupled data 
transformation modules. Dingman Fig. 4 was cited to provide an exemplary "method." Further, 
the plurality of modules can be interpreted as being provided as shown in Fig. 3. Therefore, 
Applicants' argument is not persuasive. 

At the top of page 9, Applicants essentially argue that the cited portion of Dingman does 
not disclose "generating" a transformation module. However, it is inherent that if a 
transformation module exists, then it must have first been generated. It could not exist if it had 
not first been generated. Therefore, Applicants' argument is not persuasive. 
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In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., 
"transformation editors" - see middle of page 9 of Applicants* response) are not recited in the 
rejected claim. Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from 
the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). Even if the feature was recited in the claim, Dingman discloses 
a transformation editor at least at column 30 lines 61-65, e.g. "edited." 

At the second paragraph of page 10, Applicants essentially argue that Dingman' s 
metadata does not discloses the step of extracting reference information from the first module for 
accessing the first module when stored in memory. However, Dingman discloses storing and 
loading mappings from a transformation map repository. Dingman discloses the extraction of 
reference information when the step of storing and loading is disclosed. Without reference 
information, the mappings would be unable to be stored or loaded. 

At the bottom of page 10, Applicants essentially argue that Dingman's storage of 
metadata in a transformation map and repository do not disclose updating a module registry. 
However, reasonable broad interpretation of the language of the claim permits Dingman to read 
on the claim language. Dingman column 9 lines 49-51 recites: "Further, metadata may also be 
generated and stored with each transformation map stored in transformation map repository 
214." The repository, i.e. registry, is updated through storing metadata with each transformation 
map. Thus, Applicants arguments are not persuasive, 

5. Applicants' ftirther arguments on pages 9 and 10 fail to comply with 37 CFR 1.1 1 1(b) 
because they amount to a general allegation that the claims define a patentable invention without 
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specifically pointing out how the language of the claims patentably distinguishes them from the 
references. Applicants have essentially broken the language of the claim into phrases and then 
proceeded to state that the reference fails to disclose each phrase without specifically pointing 
out how the language of the phrase is distinguished from the reference. 

6. Applicants' remaining arguments on pages 11-14 with respect to the rejections under 35 
U.S.C. § 103 essentially incorporate previous arguments regarding the Dingman reference. For 
the same reasons set forth above, these arguments are not persuasive. It is noted that Applicants 
repeatedly suggest that the Office has admitted that "Dingman does not render any of 
Applicant's independent claims as obvious" (e.g. see bottom of page 11). To further clarify, 
Dingman anticipates the independent claims, and is used along with various secondary 
references to render the remaining claims as obvious. 

Claim Rejections 

7. The following rejections are essentially reproduced from the 4/6/07 Office action, and are 
reproduced below for convenience. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

8. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United 
States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application by another who 
has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this title before the invention 
thereof by the applicant for patent. 
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The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act of 1999 
(AIPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical Amendments Act of 2002 
do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting directly or indirectly from an 
international application filed before November 29, 2000. Therefore, the prior art date of the 
reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior to the amendment by the AIPA (pre- AIPA 
35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 

9. Claims 1, 2, 13, 14, 25, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by U.S. Patent 6,795,868 to Dingman et al. (hereinafter "Dingman"). 

In regard to claim 1, Dingman discloses: 

In a programming environment, a method for developing a transformation 
program to transform a data structure from a first format to a second format, the 
program including a plurality of coupled data transformation modules describing the 
transformation (See Fig. 4), the method comprising the steps of: 

generating a first transformation module of the plurality of transformation 
modules for assembling the program, the first module being a module type of a set of 
module types including a language constructed module type and a visually constructed 
module type; See Fig. 2 element 210, also column 9 lines 20-25. The "map designer 
210" generates a map, or "module," using language ("expressions or rules") or visual 
("graphically") construction. 



Application/Control Number: 10/753,856 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2192 

extracting reference information from the first module for accessing the first 
module when stored in a memory; and See column 9 lines 30-31 and 49-56, e.g. 
"transformation map repository." 

updating a module registry to include a first entry corresponding to the reference 
information of the first module, the module registry configured for having reference 
information entries extracted from both the language constructed modules and visually 
constructed modules. See column 9 lines 49-56, e.g. "metadata . . . stored with each 
transformation map." Dingman's transformation maps include both visual and language 
construction as addressed above. 

In regard to claim 2, the above rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Dingman 
further discloses: the step of storing the first module in the memory. See column 9 lines 
30-31. 

In regard to claim 13, Dingman discloses a system. See Fig. 2. All further 
limitations have been addressed in the above rejection of claim 1. 

In regard to claim 14, the above rejection of claim 13 is incorporated. All further 
limitations have been addressed in the above rejection of claim 2. 



In regard to claim 25, Dingman discloses: A computer program product See 
column 9 lines 10-13, e.g. "products." a computer readable medium; See column 6 lines 
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4-5, e.g. "RAM." All further limitations have been addressed in the above rejection of 
claim 1. 

In regard to claim 26, Dingman discloses: A computer readable medium See 
column 6 lines 4-5, e.g. "RAM." All further limitations have been addressed in the above 
rejection of claim 1. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

1 1 . Claims 3-6 and 1 5-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dingman as applied to claims 2 and 14 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent 6,993,476 to 
Dutta et al. (hereinafter Dutta). 

In regard to claim 3, the above rejection of claim 2 is incorporated. Dingman 
further discloses: . . .using the first entry of the module registry. See Fig. 2 elements 2 1 0 
and 214, e.g. "LOAD." Dingman does not expressly disclose: the step of generating a 
second transformation module coupled to the first module... . However, Dutta teaches 
coupling multiple transformation modules. See column 3 lines 14-27. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use 
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Dutta's teaching of multiple transformations with Dingman's module registry in order to 
provide device compatible data as suggested by Dutta. 

In regard to claim 4, the above rejection of claim 3 is incorporated. Dingman 
further discloses: the step of updating the module registry to include a second entry 
corresponding to reference information of the second module. Note that "updating" is 
generally addressed in the above rejection of claim 1. Further Dingman discloses a 
plurality of entries in column 9 lines 49-51, e.g. "each transformation map." 

In regard to claim 5, the above rejection of claim 4 is incorporated. Dingman 
further discloses: wherein the second module is of the module type different from the first 
module. See column 9 lines 23-25. 

In regard to claim 6, the above rejection of claim 5 is incorporated. Dingman 
further discloses: wherein the first module is the language constructed module type and 
the second module is the visually constructed module type. See column 9 lines 23-25, 
wherein the first module corresponds with the "expressions or rules" and the second 
corresponds with the "graphically" constructed mappings. 

In regard to claims 15-18, the above rejection of claim 14 is incorporated. All 
further limitations have been addressed in the above rejection of claims 3-6, respectively. 
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12. Claims 7-9, 11, 19-21 and 23 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dingman as applied to claims 1 and 13 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent 5,586,328 to 
Caron et al. (hereinafter "Caron"). 

In regard to claim 7, the above rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Dingman 
does not expressly disclose: wherein the module registry is a symbol table. However, 
Caron teaches that module information is stored in a symbol table. See column 7 lines 
37-48. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use Caron' s symbol table with Dingman' s map repository in order 
to determine which elements are available in a module as suggested by Caron (see 
column 8 lines 34-36). 

In regard to claim 8, the above rejection of claim 7 is incorporated. Dingman 
further discloses: the step of including identification information in the reference 
information, See column 26 lines 30-37. Dingman does not expressly disclose: the 
identification information including a name of the first reference module. However, 
Caron teaches using an identification of a name of a module. See column 7 lines 37-39. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to use Caron's name with Dingman's repository in order to determine the 
availability of modules as suggested by Caron (see column 8 lines 34-36). 
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In regard to claim 9, the above rejection of claim 8 is incorporated. Dingman 
further discloses: the step of including content information in the reference information. 
See column 9 lines 52-56. 



In regard to claim 1 1, the above rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Dingman 
does not expressly disclose: wherein the first module includes a call selected from the 
group consisting of: a procedure and a function. However, Caron teaches calling 
procedures and functions. See column 5 lines 57-65. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use Caron's procedures 
and functions with Dingman' s modules in order to return a value as suggested by Caron. 



In regard to claims 19-21 and 23, the above rejection of claim 13 is incorporated. 
All further limitations have been addressed in the above rejection of claims 7-9 and 11, 
respectively. 



13. Claims 10 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dingman and Caron as applied to claims 9 and 21 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent 
6,243,859 to Chen-Kuang (hereinafter "Chen-Kuang"). 



In regard to claim 10, the above rejection of claim 9 is incorporated. Dingman 
further discloses: wherein the content information is selected from the group consisting 
of: ... a descriptive summary of functionality of the first module. See column 9 lines 52- 
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56. Dingman does not expressly disclose: an argument, an argument type. However, 
Chen-Kuang teaches storing arguments and argument types in a table. See column 2 
lines 24-28. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use Chen-Kuang' s argument table with Dingman' s content 
information in order to analyze associated modules as suggested by Chen-Kuang (see 
column 1 lines 27-31). 

In regard to claim 22, the above rejection of claim 21 is incorporated. All further 
limitations have been addressed in the above rejection of claim 10. 

14. Claims 12 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dingman as applied to claims 2 and 14 above. 

In regard to claim 12, the above rejection of claim 2 is incorporated. Dingman 
further discloses: the step of storing the first module in the memory in a file, the file 
configured for having at least two of the plurality of coupled transformation modules.,. . 
See column 9 lines 36-39, in view of column 3 lines 24-28. Dingman does not expressly 
disclose: the two modules being of the same module type. However, Dingman teaches a 
repository for storing a plurality of mappings (see column 9 lines 30-35). Dingman also 
teaches that mappings are created both graphically and programmatically (see column 9 
lines 22-25). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
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invention was made to use Dingman's storage of multiple modules of the same type in 
order to store more than 2 mappings. 

In regard to claim 24, the above rejection of claim 14 is incorporated. It is further 
noted that any use of a file carries provides the inherent use of a file system, otherwise 
the file could not exist. All further limitations have been addressed in the above rejection 
of claim 12. 

Conclusion 

15. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS fi-om the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated fi-om the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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16. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to J. Derek Rutten whose telephone number is (571)272-3703. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Q. Dam can be reached on (571)272-3695, The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




